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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
t hrough 19.
The di scl osed invention relates to a nmethod and appar at us
for activating a capability to access a selected rate table in a
systemfor automatically cal cul ating parcel shipnment charges.
Caim9 is illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it

reads as foll ows:

9. A nethod of activating a capability to access a rate
table representing a discounted rate structure in a systemfor
automatical ly cal cul ati ng parcel shipnment charges, said system
conprising a mcroprocessor and a nenory neans for storing data
accessible to said mcroprocessor, the nmethod conprising the
st eps of:

(a) storing in said nenory neans a plurality of rate
tables, a first rate table of said plurality
representing a discounted rate structure for a class of
parcel carriage service, the other rate table or tables
of said plurality each representing alternative rate
structures for said class of service;

(b) entering a discount activation code into said
system and

(c) in response to said entering of said code, enabling
access to said first rate table for calculating rates
for said class of service and disabling access to said
other rate table or tables.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:
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Sharpe et al. (Sharpe) 4,713,761 Dec. 15, 1987
Hai nes et al. (Haines) 5,107, 455 Apr. 21, 1992
(filed Mar. 23, 1989)

Clainms 1 through 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Haines in view of Sharpe.

Reference is made to the brief and the answers for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clainms 1 through
19.

Hai nes di scl oses a technique for reconfiguring a postage
meter. The nmeter sends an encrypted request code to a data
center conputer. |If the request code is valid, then the data
center sends an encrypted enable code to the neter. |If the
enabl e code is valid, then the nmeter overwites an old I/O
configuration nunber (1OCN) with a new | OCN to thereby
reconfigure the neter so that it is capable of selectively
enabling controll able features of external devices (colum 1,
line 14 through colum 2, line 23).

Shar pe di scloses a data processing systemthat centrally
handl es paynents and accounting functions in the shipping

i ndustry. The Abstract in Sharpe states that:
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The systemincludes an input device which is |ocated at
the shipper’s (or other buyer’s) prem ses and a central
data processing facility. The input device receives
information defining a shipnent sufficiently so that
the cost of that shipnment nmay be determned in
accordance with the rates of a carrier (or other
seller), and uploads the information to the central
data processing facility. Preferably, the input device
includes rate informati on and software for determ ning
shi pnment costs locally. The central data processing
facility maintains accounts for a shippers and
carriers, appropriately debits and credits costs for
each shipnment and periodically issues statenents of
their accounts to all shippers and carriers. 1In a
preferred enbodi nent [Figure 3], shippers may maintain
a paynent account with a trustee bank and the system
may fromtime to tinme issue instruction to the trustee
bank to make appropriate paynents to each carrier

Any rate changes are automatically comuni cated by the data
processing systemto all shippers (colum 8, lines 58 through
65). Wien the new rates are received by a shipper, an
acknow edgnent signal is sent by the shipper to the system
(colum 11, lines 50 through 63). Sharpe is conpletely silent
concerning a shipper sending a coded request to the systemfor
access to another rate.

We agree with the exam ner (Answer, pages 3 and 4) that
Hai nes “fails to specify the type of information stored within
the nmenory neans,” that Sharpe “teaches another system for the
centralized processing of shipnment accounts that stores rate
information in the data base . . . of a data processing center,”
and that Sharpe “teaches storing several files to accomodate
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different rate information as required . . . including rate
di scounts, rate of particular carriers, and weight, size,
destination, and type of goods schedules.” Wth this in mnd,
the exam ner states (Answer, page 4) that “[i]t would have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the tinme that the
invention was made to inplenent the teachings of Sharpe within
the system taught by Haines with the notivation of providing a
faster and nore accurate neans of rating shipped or posted goods
that is sinpler to access or update when authorized as required.”

Appel  ants argue (Brief, pages 2 and 3) that:

[ T] he Exam ner nust provide expl anation based on | ogic

and sound scientific reasoning that will support a

hol di ng of obviousness. And, further, the fact that

the invention s mechani sm can be reconstructed and

expl ai ned by neans of |ogic and sound scientific

reasoni ng does not, however, support an obvi ousness

determ nation unless that |ogic and reasoni ng woul d

supply sufficient inpetus to have | ed one of ordinary

skill in the art to conbine references to make the

clainmed invention; and, thus the Exam ner can not

est abl i sh obvi ousness by | ocating references which

descri be various aspects of the applicants’ invention

unl ess the Exam ner al so provi des evidence of the

noti vation which would conpel a person skilled in the

art to do what the applicants have done.
We agree. The exam ner’s reasoning for conbining the teachings
of the applied references never states what teachings of Sharpe
shoul d be inplenmented wthin the systemtaught by Haines to

arrive at the clained invention. W can only guess that the
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carrier rates in Sharpe are the teachings referred to by the
examner in the rejection. Even if we assune for the sake of
argunent that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skil
in the art to use carrier rates in the Haines neter in |lieu of
postal rates, the Haines systemwould still reconfigure the neter
for operation with other external devices, and not for enabling
access to other postal/carrier rates. The obviousness rejection
IS reversed.
DECI SI ON

The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1 through 19

under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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